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no positive sample has been traced in the walrus material examined up to date.
As was already predicted by Parnell 5 in 1934 and by Leiper 8 in 1938, trichinosis is to be considered as a major problem in the Arctic, and has. a direct bearing on the health of the tribes inhabiting those regions as well as on that of explorers and sealers; the infection is moreover a danger by incapacitating the sledge dog, so indispensable to man in polar countries. February, old style) , in the vicinity of lat. 69° S., long. 16° E., he saw something which was almost certainly land-now called Prinsesse Ragnhild Land-but which he assumed to be icebergs of very large dimensions. The following year, in January 1821, he discovered an island which he named Ostrov Petra I (now called Peter I 0y), and a stretch of coast which he called Bereg Aleksandra I (Alexander I coast, now called Alexander I Land, and recently found to be a large island lying close to the mainland). These incidents and discoveries-taken from Bellingshausen's own account of the voyage-are mentioned by the authors of recent Soviet articles on the Antarctic, and are jointly put forward as proof of the fact that Bellingshausen discovered Antarctica.
With one exception, the Soviet accounts mention neither the voyage of Edward Bransfield, during which he sighted the north-western coast of Graham Land on 30 January 1820, nor that of Nathaniel B. Palmer, who sighted part of Graham Land on 17 November of the same year-events which render void the claim that discovery of land in January 1821 constitutes discovery of the antarctic mainland. The exception is the account by Grigor'yev and Lebedev. In it, Bransfield's discovery is denied because the authors have seen no evidence produced in support of it. Palmer's discovery is dismissed, after some argument, because " it is now known that the land [which Palmer saw] south of Deception Island is not the antarctic mainland but the mountainous island of North Graham Land" (also referred to as "Graham Island"); it is even implied that because Palmer was simply a sealer and had no pretensions as an explorer, his discoveries are not valid. None of these objections can be taken seriously. Bransfield's discovery is well supported by documentary evidence; 1 and in Palmer's case the Soviet writers seem to have relied upon a map at least 12 years out of date. Sir Hubert Wilkins placed an island of "North Graham Land " on the map in 1928, but this island was proved to be part of the mainland largely by the British Graham Land Expedition of 1934-37.
The Soviet case for priority of discovery must therefore rest on the assertion that the hummocky ice seen on 28 January 1820 was, in fact, land. On 20 March 1948, a Soviet floating factory, the Slava, reached lat. 69° 10' S., long. 0° 52' W.-within about 40 miles of Bellingshausen's position on 28 January 1820, and E.N.E. of it. Those on board the Slava saw land very clearly -the weather was fine-and they state that in these waters the " coastal strip " does resemble hummocky ice. It is conceivable that what was seen in 1820 was ice-covered land, though it is more likely to have been shelf ice; Bellingshausen himself was far too careful and accurate to claim that he had seen land. In any case the evidence at present available in support of the Soviet contention is not strong enough to bear a claim of continental discovery. However, if there had been fine weather on this particular day, it is very likely that land would have been sighted, and the honour of discovering the antarctic continent might indeed have fallen to the Russians-by two days.
It is vexatious that arguments of this sort should revolve round Bellingshausen, for his voyage was a most remarkable one, and he certainly deserved to make more discoveries than he in fact made. Nevertheless, it seems important, in view of the political significance attached by the Russians to his explorations, that the sequence of events should be made clear.
From (St Petersburg, 1853 ). This is a description of the voyage, evidently written by an officer in the Mirnyy, and, since it frequently mentions four out of the sloop's five officers, there is little doubt that the author is the fifth, P. M. Novosil'skiy. The principal interest of this discovery is that no other account by anyone on the Mirnyy has previously been found. It is remarkable that this book apparently escaped the notice of earlier Russian enthusiasts for Bellingshausen, such as Yu. M. Shokal'skiy and N. Vvedenskiy. The most important of the three manuscripts is I. M. Simonov's diary of the voyage. This diary, contained in twenty-five notebooks, was discovered in the archives of Kazan' University, where Simonov was first a professor and later rector. Another manuscript diary has also been brought to light-that of Yegor Kiselev, a seaman in the Vostok. The third manuscript is a copy of the instructions given by the President of the Academy of Fine Arts [Akademiya Khudozhestv] to the artist of the expedition, P. N. Mikhaylov. These instructions, which are detailed and show clearly what a great deal of hack-work was expected of the official artist before the days of photography, are largely reproduced in the paper by Ostrovskiy mentioned in the rubric.
-In view of the present political significance of everything concerned with Bellingshausen's voyage, there is every likelihood that all the recent discoveries will be published or re-published in the near future. It is to be hoped that the new documents will throw further light on.the events of 28 January 1820. 
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